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COTTONWOOD HEIGHTS PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

Notice is hereby given that the Cottonwood Heights Planning Commission will hold a Regularly Scheduled Meeting beginning
at 7:00 p.m. on Wednesday, April 1, 2009, in the Cottonwood Heights City Council Chamber located at 1265 East Fort Union
Blvd., Suite 250 (work session) and Suite 300 (business meeting), Cottonwood Heights, Utah.

5:45 p.m. WORK SESSION (suite 250)
7:00 p.m. BUSINESS MEETING (suite 300)

1.0  WELCOME/ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS — Chairman

2.0 CITIZEN COMMENTS
(Please note: In order to be considerate of everyone atiending the meeting and to more closely follow the published agenda
times, public comments will be limited to three minutes per person per item. A spokesperson who has been asked by a group
to summarize their concerns will be allowed five minutes to speak. Comments which cannot be made within these limits
should be submitted in writing to the City Recorder prior to noon the day before the meeting)

3.0 PUBLIC HEARINGS

3.1  The Planning Commission will hold a public hearing and receive comments on a city proposal for a
Trailhead site plan at 7721 South Timberline Drive and a temporary parking area at 7722 South
Prospector Drive.

4.0 ACTION ITEMS
4.1 The Planning Commission will take action on a city proposal for a Trailhead site plan at 7721 South
Timberline Drive and a temporary parking area at 7722 South Prospector Drive.

42 The Planning Commission will take action on an application to amend the Zoning Map. The
applicant, Rodney A. Newman, is proposing to change the zoning designation of one parcel from
RR-1-43 (Rural Residential) to RR-1-29 (Rural Residential). This property is located at 1726 East
Siesta Drive and is 1.65 acres. '

43  The Planning Commission will take action on an application to amend a conditional use permit for
the St. Thomas More Catholic Church, located at 3015 East Creek Road. The applicant, David
Fitzsimmons, is proposing to add a gymnasium, office space and classrooms to the existing church
and school.

5.0 DISCUSSION ITEMS
5.1  The Planning Commission will receive a presentation on a city initiated Sensitive Land Overlay
Zone amendment and a city initiated master plan proposal for the hillside and sensitive lands.

52  The Planning Commission will discuss lighting at Walgreen’s and the Park Centre V traffic access
to Fort Union Blvd.

6.0 PLANNING DIRECTOR’S REPORT

7.0 APPROVAL OF MINUTES
7.1  March 04, 2009
7.2 March 18, 2009

8.0 ADJOURNMENT

On Friday, March 27, 2009, at 2:00 p.m. a copy of the foregoing notice was posted in conspicuous view in the front foyer of the Cotionwood
Heights City Offices, Cottonwood Heights, Utah. A copy of this notice was faxed to the Salt Lake Tribune and Deseret News, newspapers of
general circulation in the City by the Planning Deparipent. A copy was also faxed or emailed to the Salt Lake County Council, Holladay City,
Midvale City, Murray City, and Sandy City pur?'/r

Z:Sectio 0-9-103.5 of the Utah Code. The agenda was also posted on the city internet
: é \

Morgan/l;:i(ﬁ"?l'zmner

website at wiww.cottonwoodheights.ulah.gov
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Item 2 — CITIZEN COMMENT

Issue:

Comments:

Issue:

Comments:

Issue:

Comments:
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Cottonwood Heights Planning Department
1265 East Fort Union Blvd. Ste. 250
Cottonwood Heights, UT 84047
Telephone 801-944-7000

Memorandum
To: Cottonwood Heights Planning Commission
From: Michael Black, Planning Director
Date: March 27, 2009
Subject: Report on Timberline Drive Trailhead — City Initiated

As you may be aware, the city of Cottonwood Heights (the “Cizy”) in conjunction with Salt Lake
County (the “County”) have purchased the property at 7721 S. Timberline Drive and 7755 S.
Wasatch Blvd. The purchase was made with the County open space bond designated for the
County wide preservation and creation of open space and parks. In addition, we are proposing to
use Federal grant money to construct the trailhead so that it is accessible to people of all ability
levels.

The proposed trailhead at 7721 S. Timberline Dr. qualified for funding with County open space
bond resources due to the relationship it has with the larger property located at 7755 S. Wasatch
Drive (previously known as the Wasatch Office project parcel) and their function together as a
regional recreation facility. The City approached the County Council with the proposal to
purchase these properties jointly in order to: (a) form a logical and practical access to the future
Bonneville Shoreline Trail and Ferguson Canyon; (b) preserve lands that were otherwise slated
for development; (c) improve an existing trailhead on Timberline Dr. which includes better
management of trash, parking, etc.; and, (c) provide open space in an area of the County with
very limited land remaining that is not already developed.

We are presenting a plan for the development of the Timberline Dr. phase of the trailhead project
as well as a small temporary parking lot on the lower property at Prospector Drive to provide
overflow parking. These plans have been reviewed once by the public in a meeting held by the
City Council. Some concerns were raised at that meeting regarding the trailhead that this plan
addresses. Those issues are listed below:

1. Overflow parking to prevent extra parking on Timberline Drive in front of residents.
This is addressed by the overflow parking on the bottom lot.

2. Parking for emergency vehicles. The curb across the street from the trailhead will be
marked red for emergency parking only.

3. Enforcement of dog laws. We will have the project patrolled routinely by our animal
enforcement and will organize a citizen watch group to report problems. Signage on site
will also address dog laws and site rules.




4, Maintenance of trailhead, including trash pick-up. We have a contract with the recreation
district to maintain the site and empty trash cans, the same as other City owned
properties.

5. Construction hours. We will limit the construction to the hours between 8:00 AM and
7:00 PM, but may want to modify those hours if construction is taking place in the heat of
the summer (start at 7:00 AM).

6. Hours of operation. We will restrict the use of the area from dawn to dusk. Our PD will
provide routine patrols.

By way of an explanation, the site plan shows various amenities that are not always found at a
trailhead. For instance, there is an outdoor classroom that sits high on the site to take advantage
of a view of the valley and Big Cottonwood Canyon. This classroom will provide seating for up
to 20 people while they learn about the geologic attributes of our mountain valley. The classroom
also has a long winding paved trail that leads to it. This trail is an ADA (Americans with
Disabilities Act) accessible route that will open the classroom up to all levels of disabled persons.
This is a very important piece of the project as the majority of the development will be paid for
by grants from the federal govt. aimed at making sites like this ADA accessible. To be very
clear, the trailhead will be ADA accessible; however, beyond the classroom the trail will not be
accessible to persons with disabilities.

The site plan shows that there are ten parking stalls for vehicles to park off of the street. Today,
the trailhead is in use, but there is no off-street parking. This leads to a snarled traffic problem
for the residents. The improvement of these parking stalls will likely alleviate that problem in
conjunction with a plan to temporarily add an overflow parking lot at the bottom parcel
(Prospector Drive) that will park up to 20 additional cars.

The site plan also shows individual kiosks with interpretive signs that will educate people on
wildlife, geology, geography and the history of the area. Benches will be provided to people who
wish to chill out on site before or after a good hike up Ferguson Canyon. A drinking fountain
will be added to the site, trash cans and doggy pooh bags will also be provided. Lighting for the
property is not necessary as it will be closed at dusk; however, Timberline Drive has no lighting
at this time so the City has committed to added a street light at the site and two additional lights
down the circle for the residents. The City will also plant various trees and plants, place boulders
and add a trailhead sign with rules for the use of the site and the trail.

We, as the City, are very excited to present this plan to you as it has been such an effort to secure
the funding for the Wasatch Blvd. and Timberline Dr. parcels. It is not an overstatement to say
that without the County approving this comprehensive plan for both parcels of land, the
properties would be developed into commercial and residential uses.

Please review the site plan. We will have a public hearing for this item on April 1, 2009. The
plan will also be required to be approved by Salt Lake County, so we are trying to get the final
plan to them as soon as possible. Because starting construction sooner rather than later will save
the City money on construction (rates for construction today are nearly half what they were two
years ago), and possibly allow for more improvements in public spaces City wide, we are
scheduling the item for decision on April 1 as well. Technically, this item does not need to go
through the site plan process with the planning commission, it could simply be approved by the
City Council as a public works project; however, taking it through the planning commission is a
good way to relay to the public the revised site plan and have another.chance for public input.
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City between the canyons

Item 4.2 Action Item: Zone Change Request — Newman Rezone

File Name: 09-007 Newman Zone Change Request
Application Received: January 26, 2009

Public Hearing Date: March 18, 2009

Action Meeting Date: April 1, 2009

County parcel Number: 2228452002

Location: 1726 E Siesta Drive

Development Area: 1.54 on 1 lots

Request: Zone change from RR-1-43 to RR-1-29
Owner/Applicant/Agent: Rodney A. Newman

Staff: Morgan Brim, Associate Planner
Purpose of Staff Report

The ordinances adopted by the city of Cottonwood Heights (the “City”) require City staff to
prepare a written report of findings concerning any zone change request application. This report
provides preliminary information regarding the zoning of the above noted parcel of land. Further
information will be provided at the Planning Commission meeting through public testimony and
oral reports. For reference, the review process applicable to this application is available in the
Zoning: RR-1-43 (19.17), RR-1-29 (19.18), Amendments and Rezoning (19.90) and the Cottonwood
Heights General Plan.

Pertinent Issues Regarding this Development Application
Applicant’s Request

The applicant is requesting a zone change on one parcel from the rural residential one acre
minimum RR-1-43 to the rural residential two thirds minimum RR-1-29 zone. The applicant
wishes to subdivide the properties into two lots. The applicant wishes to have the zone
changed to accommodate the desired subdivision.

Neighborhood/Public Position on the Request

The Planning Commission held a Public Hearing on this issue on March 18, 2009. Three
residents spoke in opposition to this zone change and the applicant spoke in favor of it. A
report will be given at the time of the meeting to further update the commission of any other
concerns that may have been received. The public hearing was noticed as City code
requires. A written notice was mailed to all property owners within 1000 feet of the
applicant’s property at least 10 days prior to the public hearing.

1265 E. Fort Union Ste. 250 « Cottonwood Heights, UT 84047 -1-
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Staff Observations and Position on the Request

Staff has made the following observations:

Application
The applicant has submitted a complete application and paid the applicable fees.

Site Layout

The property is located on the southwest corner of Siesta Drive and Pheasant Wood Drive.
This property is 1.54 Acres (67,082.4 square feet) in size. The dimensions of this parcel
range from 380 feet at its greatest depth and 220 feet at its great width.

Zoning

The zoning of the properties is currently the rural residential one acre minimum RR-1-43
zone. The applicant is requesting a change to the two thirds acre minimum RR-1-29. Based
on the minimum lot size for each zone, the applicant would be able to subdivide the
property to create up to two lots with the proposed zone change. Staff does not feel that two
two-third acre lots are appropriate for the area. The adjacent property to the south and west
are zoned as RR-1-43. The property to the north across Siesta Drive and east across
Pheasant Wood Drive are also zoned RR-1-43. All of the properties in this neighborhood are
zoned for one acre (RR-1-43) lots.

\ _ | Subject Property for
i Ry Proposed Zone Change
RR-1-43 to RR-1-29

2
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Zone Transition

Staff feels that changing the zone of this parcel to RR-1-29 would not correlate well with the
surrounding land uses. This parcel is located in the interior of an existing one acre minimum
lot size neighborhood. If this parcel was located on the exterior of this neighborhood and
abutted an equal or denser zone then it could function as a transition zone, but as it is
proposed, staff feels that it is a wrong decision and is recommending denial.

General Plan

The definition of the rural residential land use designation under the current Cottonwood
Heights general plan includes both RR-1-29 and RR-1-43. The requested zone change is
appropriate under the definitions of the general plan. However, staff feels that there are
other significant factors that should be considered with this zone change request and that
those factors would present a possible detriment to the character and consistency of the
surrounding neighborhood.

Potential Future Uses

The applicant wishes to subdivide the property, if the zone change is approved, and create
two two-third acre minimum lots. If the request is not approved, the applicant may acquire
more property to create two one acre parcels.

Recommendation
Based on the above information staff is recommending denial of this zone change.
Standards of Review for the Application

Based on statute (either state and/or municipal) the following standards apply when reviewing zone
changes in the city of Cottonwood Heights:

Zoning — RR-1-29: Chapter 19.18

Zoning — RR-1-43: Chapter 19.17

Amendments and Rezoning: Chapter 19.90
Cottonwood Heights General Plan Land Use Map

Staff Contact:

Morgan Brim Associate Planner
Telephone: 944-7065
E-mail mbrim@cottonwoodheights.utah.gov

List of Attachments:
1. Map of Property
2. Public Notice

1265 E. Fort Union Ste. 250 « Cottonwood Heights, UT 84047 -3-
P 545-4154 « F 545-4150
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Clity bevween the canyos

COTTONWOOD HEIGHTS
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
ON A PROPOSED ZONE CHANGE

Notice is hereby given that Cottonwood Heights will hold a public hearing before the
Planning Commission on March 18, 2009, to receive public comment on a request by
Rodney A. Newman to rezone approximately 1.65 acres of property located at 1726 E.
Siesta Drive, Cottonwood Heights, Utah, from RR-1-43 (Rural Residential) to RR-1-29
(Rural Residential). The proposed zoning would allow for one additional lot.

The hearing will be held at Cottonwood Heights City Offices, 1265 East Fort Union
Blvd., Suite 300, at 7:00 p.m. or as soon thereafter as the matter can be heard. Inquiries
should be directed to Morgan Brim at 944-7065.

Attest: Linda Dunlavy
City Recorder




Agenda Item 4.3 Action Item - Conditional Use Amendment - Staff
Report — St. Thomas More (3015 East Creek Road)

File Name: St. Thomas More

Application Received: January 06, 2009

Public Hearing Date: March 18, 2009

Action Meeting Date: April 1, 2009

Parcel Number: 2235176017 and 2235176010
Location: 3015 E. Creek Road

Development Area: 7.36 Acres

Request: Conditional Use Permit Amendment
Owner/Applicant: Roman Catholic Diocese of Salt Lake
Agent: David R. Fitzsimmons, AIA

Staff: Morgan Brim, Planner

Purpose of Staff Report

The conditional use ordinance adopted by the city of Cottonwood Heights (the “City”) requires City
staff to prepare a written report of findings concerning any conditional use application. This report
provides information considered to be preliminary regarding the development of the above noted
parcel of land. Further information will be provided at the Planning Commission meeting through
public testimony and oral reports. For reference, the review process applicable to this application is
available in the R-1-8 Single Family Residential Zoning Ordinance (chapter 19.26), Off-Street
Parking Ordinance (19.80), Signs Ordinance (19.82) and the Conditional Use Ordinance (chapter
19.84). '

Pertinent Issues Regarding this Development Application

Applicant’s Request
The applicant is requesting a conditional use permit amendment for the addition of a gymnasium,
office space and classrooms to an existing school and church.

Neighborhood/Public Position on the Request

The Planning Commission heard public comment on this application on March 18, 2009. Staff
will update the Commission if any further comments are received. Property owners within 500
feet of this property were mailed a notice with a project description, meeting time and location.

Staff Observations and Position on the Request
Staff has made the following observations:

Application
The applicant has submitted a complete application and paid the applicable fees. Staff, in return, has
shown reasonable diligence in processing the application.

1265 E. Fort Union Ste. 250 « Cottonwood Heights, UT 8404 1
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Site Layout
The site is laid out in two separate adjacent parcels located on the north side of Creek Road. The

applicant is proposing to consolidate the two parcels into one larger parcel. The dimensions of this
parcel will range from 820 feet at its greatest width and 620 feet at it greatest depth. The coverage
restriction for all buildings in this zone is 50%. The total site area is 327,195 square feet and existing
structures cover 29,198 square feet about 8.9% of the total area. The applicant is proposing an
additional 22,814 square feet of building coverage. The total of proposed and existing structure

coverage would equal 52,012 square feet, about 15.8% of the combined parcels.

LAND USE TABLE

The applicant is proposing a total of 120,843 square
feet of impervious surfaces, about 36.9% of the total

TOTAL AREA 327,195 SQ. FT. I . ; elud d Ik

TOTAL EX. BUILDINGS 29198 SQ. FT. nga. mp?{r.kus Sur aﬁ’ets) ﬂld’qc u If’ Sl.e;”a Sci

EX. MULTIPURPOSE 15,500 5Q. FT. | driveway, parking areas, all butlding footprits an
exterior gathering areas. In total there is 154,340

EX. RESIDENTIAL 3,494 SQ. FT. £ £ existi d d land .

EX_CHURCH 10195 SQ. FT square feet o ex1stu.1g and proposed landscaping,

: : ~—— about 47.1% of the entire area.
TOTAL PROP. BUILDING 22,814 SQ. FT.

TOTAL IMPERVIOUS

120,843 SQ. FT.

EX. IMPERVIOUS

82,751 SQ. FT.

PROP. IMPERVIOUS

38,092 SQ. FT.

TOTAL LANDSCAPE

154,340 SQ. FT.

EX. LANDSCAPE

139,295 SQ. FT.

The site is bordered on the north by two residential
properties and a 1.66 acre parcel of open space. To the
west, the property abuts the LDS Church and to the
east by two residential properties. On the south the
property abuts Creek Road. Directly across Creek

PROP. LANDSCAPE 15,045 SQ.FT. | Road to the south is located Finlandia residential
TOTAL PARKING STALLS | 196 (10 ADA) subdivision. All of the surrounding property, including
EX. PARKING STALLS 130 (6 ADA) the project parcel, are zoned R-1-8 (Single Family
PROP. PARKING STALLS 66 (4 ADA) Residential).

Landscaping and Screening/Fencing

The proposed landscape plan with 47.1% landscaping coverage meets the requirements of the City’s
R-1-8 zone of 20% coverage.

Landscaping in this plan is accomplished via the addition of new trees, shrubs, grass and other seed
mixes as well as other decorative elements such as accent boulders. Seven large existing trees will be
preserved along the west property line. Staff is recommending that the applicants enhance the
amount of landscaping along the exterior west wall of the proposed gymnasium. In the (southeast)
elevation below, the area staff is requiring additional landscaping is along the brick wall with the
cross. The Landscape Plan is attached; however it will need to be modified to meet the conditions of
approval.

.
| |
| |
i
i

E———
-H TR
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No new fencing is being proposed for this project. An existing fence around the north and west
property lines of the proposed addition will be removed. Staff is not recommending a new fence to
replace the old fence. Keeping this area unfenced helps to connect the two church properties and
preserves the openness between them.

Trash will be enclosed by a six foot high split face concrete masonry structure and is located on the
west property line just north of the proposed gymnasium. The trash enclosure is required to be
constructed will steel gates for maintenance purposes.

Architecture

The architecture review commission reviewed this application on 2/24/2009.  Their only
recommendation was that the developers break up the wall on the southeast elevation with the use of
different materials, or by bumping the face of the wall containing the cross out four or five inches.
Elevations given to staff reflect the city’s aspiration for quality architecture throughout the city.
Height, bulk, and siting of the structures are in line with city requirements. Materials for the building
are CMU split face block on the exterior walls with pre-cast shading binding and smooth standing
seam metal for the roof.

Lighting

The lighting plan provided is consistent with city requirements for creating appropriate lighting
within the development and shielding neighboring properties from light spillover. 15 exterior pole
mounted lights are proposed for the west and north sides of the new parking lot of the gymnasium
addition. The plans indicate that all pedestrian pathways will be lighted as required by the City. All
lighting is required to be full cut off and is not allowed to spill over into adjacent residential parcels.
Staff is requiring the addition of one City Standard Street Light located on the frontage of Creek Road
adjacent to the project’s location.

Parking

The applicant is proposing an additional parking lot to the north and west sides of the proposed
gymnasium addition. City code requires at least a ten foot buffer between the sidewalk and the
parking area. The applicants meet this requirement with a proposed 25 foot wide landscaped buffer.
City code also requires that every tenth parking stall be landscaped with at least one tree. Plans
indicate over nine proposed landscaped islands, which meet the minimum requirement of six
landscaped islands.

Currently there are 130 (six ADA) parking stalls and the applicant is proposing an additional 66 (four
ADA) parking stalls. This project meets the LT.E. parking standards with a total of 196 (10 ADA)
parking stalls.

Traffic and Traffic Access

There are two full access points already serving this property. The applicant is proposing moving the
access point to the west end of the added parcel. This access connects to a driveway that extends
along the west side of the proposed gymnasium and then turns west on the northern side. It then
connects into the existing northern parking lot and driveway.

A drop off lane is proposed for the driveway that is located north of the existing school. Staff is
requiring a concrete walkway that is either stamped or painted to extend from the existing northern
parking lot to the existing school. Curb cuts through the existing parking median and the dedication
of one parking stall to access the pathway will be required on the north side. On the south side of the

1265 E. Fort Union Ste. 250 « Cottonwood Heights, UT 8404 3
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pathway an accessible ramp will be required for a sidewalk connection. All elements of this pathway
must be shown clearly before final approval.

Tn order to provide greater safety and connectivity to pedestrians a mid-block crossing with a refuge
island connecting the south and north sides of the Creek Road will be required. The City views this
crossing as an opportunity to calm traffic on this portion of Creek Road and is willing to participate in
the construction of the walkway. To determine the most logical location of this crossing the City
Engineer has conducted a crosswalk placement analysis and will present his findings to the planning
commission during the work-session.

Signage
There are no new signs proposed for this project. The Church currently has a monument sign. There
is a proposed cross that will be recessed into the west exterior wall of the proposed gymmnasium

addition.

Zoning
The zoning for the subject property is R-1-8 (Single Family Residential). Section 19.26.030 lists
Churches as a conditional use.

Recommendation

Based upon the information above, staff is recommending that the planning commission approve the
conditional use with the following conditions:

Proposed Conditions for the applicant’s request for conditional use:

Planning:

1. All construction shall take place in accordance with the approved plans for this development.
Any changes to the plans will be required to receive the appropriate approvals.

2. All landscaping in the development shall be completed before final certificate of occupancy
is granted (19.80.080(G)).

3. All pedestrian walkways shall be lighted (19.80.090(3)).

4. All lights in the development shall be full-cut off (19.80.090(4)).

5. No new tree in the development shall be less than two inch caliper at the time of planting.

6. Before any grading or demolition staff must inspect that trees identified for preservation are

clearly marked.

7. Construction for the project shall be limited to the hours between 7:00 AM and 8:00 PM
daily to preserve the integrity of the adjacent neighborhoods.

8. Before any building permits shall be approved a construction mitigation plan complete with a
SWPPP must be approved by staff.

9. The landscaping must be enhanced on the west side of the proposed gymnasium. This will
need to be shown in the plans before final approval.

10. The use of the property be limited to church and school related uses.

11. Street lighting will be provided by the developer along Creek Road, using the City’s standard
street lights.

12. All trash enclosures are required to be constructed with architecturally compatible materials
as the existing structures and must have steel gates for maintenance purposes.

13. All mechanical equipment mounted on the ground or roof must be screened from the public
view.

1265 E. Fort Union Ste, 250 « Cottonwood Heights, UT 8404 4
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

The maximum height of all structures be limited to 35 feet, measured from the historical
grade. Before any building permit will be issued the developer must submit building
elevations with the historical grades clearly and accurately shown.

The existing fence located to the west and north of the proposed gymnasium must be
removed.

The applicant must provide a legal description and an exhibit drawing showing the following:

a. The consolidation of existing parcels into one parcel.

b. Any dedication of land to Cottonwood Heights City.

The Developer shall provide two concrete pedestrian pathways:

a. A stamped or painted pathway connecting the northern parking lot to the existing
school building. The parking median to the north shall be saw cut and one adjacent
parking space shall be dedicated for access. An accessible ramp shall be installed on
the southern end of the pathway to connect into the sidewalk system.

b. A stamped and painted mid-block crossing with a landscaped refuge island must be
installed to connect the south and north sides of Creek Road. The location will be
determined by the City Engineer.

The developer is responsible to provide the City with a bond cost estimate for all of the
following that are stated in Plans and as required by the Planning Commission:

a. All sidewalk improvements.

b. All required streetlights.

c. The required stamped or painted pathway connecting the northern parking lot to the
existing school building, required saw cuts, and accessible ramp.

d. The required stamped and painted mid-block crossing with a landscaped refuge
island to connect the south and north sides of Creek Road.

e. All required landscaping and buffering.

£ All UFA required knox lock boxes, locking caps, additional fire hydrants with
connections and fire lane signage.

g. All inlet boxes and catch basins.

Fire Department:

The fire official has reviewed the plans and has the following comments:

1.

W

wn

ARC:

1.

There must be a total of three fire hydrants spaced as stated on plans.

Fire flow will be determined based on overall building size.

If fire area is greater than 20,000 square feet or occupant load is 300 or more, an automatic
fire sprinkler system is required.

Automatic fire sprinkler plans must be submitted to Boyd Johnson at UFA.

The access road must be designed and maintained to support the imposed loads of emergency
apparatus. The access road shall have an inside turning radius of 28 feet and a maximum
grade of 10%.

That the developers break up the wall on the southeast elevation with the use of different
materials, or by bumping the face of the wall containing the cross out four or five inches.

Standards of Review for the Application

Based on statute (either state and/or municipal) the followmg standards apply when reviewing
conditional uses in the city of Cottonwood Heights:

1265 E. Fort Union Ste. 250 « Cottonwood Heights, UT 8404 5
801-545-4154 » 801-545-4150 fax




19.26 — R-1-8 Single Family Residential
19.80 — Off-street parking requirements
19.82 — Signs

19.84 — Conditional Uses

Staff Contact:

Morgan Brim — Planner

Phone: 944-7065

Fax: 944-7005

Email: mbrim@cottonwoodheights.utah.gov

List of Attachments: Map of the Property
" Site plan
Architectural plans
Landscape plans

1265 E. Fort Union Ste. 250 ¢ Cottonwood Heights, UT 8404
801-545-4154 « 801-545-4150 fax




6002 '20 Ysely
; ‘paysyand

S

G90/-¥¥6 (108)

Ly0b8 LN 'siybiaH poomuoyo) |

0GZ# "PAIg uolun Ho4 '3 G9ZL
juswipedaq Buiuueld
sybisH poomuoyod jo A0

‘aoeds
9010 pue SWooiISse|o
‘wniseuwAb e jo uony
-ppe sy} Joj yuwiiad
SN [BUOIIPUOD B 0]
Juswipuswe ue Buisod
-01d si1jueondde ay |
PeoY }8310 "3 Gl0¢

suoftan) 2ys ursmssq K17y

SS9 poomtoyo)

7

O,
4,

2

6% ¥
LSRRI

4, svois
\ ) 7 @
5% «
S ¥608 \ S 6608 S 8608 > )\
, &
S 1608 B 0000020202620 26 262 6202622622
S 9808 G108 S RRRRRGLIIIRELS

L TERAR LK RRRIHHIKLRIPAXIERKS
Bt O YO oK K U9 0500%e%

CHX X

XXX
Q
9 0.9.0.9.9,

Q
CSKKL <
SESXRKERR

SERRARRRIRRRNS
00O 0000000093003 50%0 0%

0 020 2020 2020 20207026 %%

CEREAEERREERERRRRELKL

<

%5
020202020 2020202020 2%

96%6%% %

0202020205 5.9:9:0.0,0.0.0. 9,6 € 0.0.0.9.
202020262020 202020502 % %% am & 40,0

O

K
TSRS
R R R X
e e e e et e oo o e Soete!
GRIRRRIRIACHLRRKRS 039
& SR SRR
G R KA
G ERARRILRIELIEEA
R
G R RIIRRLIKIA]
SRR
QR RCIRRLIIRKS
BRI
G R RRRIRILHLILALNS
00000000oooo00000oo%00%00%“0“0“onouonono%%0000
S RHRILILILILILRE
G REIIIEKES
S IIIIRRHLRHLRIIRIEILIAK
RS
RRRRRLRLRK

R
ZSERAIEREN

4

X X XPX >
RLBIRKIEES

9.9.9.9.9.9.0.0.0
002000 % %% % %%
R

* 5 Prl8
367262 /

y- Q8 M33y9

S0€EL8

3 668¢

921}JO pUB SWIO0ISSE}D
‘winiseuwAp e jo uom
-ppe 8y} 10} Nwiad
9sn [BUOKIPUOD B 0}
swpuswe ue Buisod
-01d st Jueoydde ay|
peoy 39310 "3 GL0¢€

‘goeds

28
QLRRRES NoZeleled0 02020 %0 202 %%
& SRR
S 9108 202000202020 20% %0 2% %%
1000202002020 b2 e e
s ceog\ S HE08 2020202020 00 00 202022 |
s
. S 2008
BRI 3 déez
T
3 8eie|3 9z1e|3 9Lie| 3 v60e | 3 8208 | 3 po0E 7 _
3 0qo¢ 386.L =1/ ssgss
si86. |2
356.62 =
_“ - S 1161 m
< soss M S mwmmj mOd / o mn. S mmmmw
3 290¢ . V62 10,
—i| S 8%~ m ¢ 105, 1D AAIS-HAVY. 167 o d
= (7)) _ m.u_ S 9662 |
seseL | P - [, S6%6L )i
> | sog6s 3 sz0¢ | 3czoc | 3 £20¢ <
2 soveL| sese. | ©O S €562 | -
S 66 2 2 e
Ll W S z¥6L R
J M sives | © p— 38z0¢ | 32108 s
see6L | | Mu._ EEC AN )
S 6262 s 8262 T AVM- - v z
/ . M-IDARI'HSINVA~ &
S 1261 SEOLY 5 seoe || 31208 2
3 3 €00€ S 026L
!
/
/
szear 7 / /) S9%L kg

OTITUT

3 928¢

S 0€8L




ttonwood H‘eights

Clity between the canyon

COTTONWOOD HEIGHTS
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
ON A PROPOSED CONDITIONAL
USE AMENDMENT

Notice is hereby given that Cottonwood Heights will hold a public hearing before the
Planning Commission on March 18, 2009, to receive public comment on a request by
David R. Fitzsimmons to amend a conditional use permit for the St. Thomas More
Catholic Church located at 3015 E. Creek Road, Cottonwood Heights, Utah. The
applicant is proposing to add a gymnasium, classrooms and office space. This property is
approximately 7.36 acres in size.

The hearing will be held at Cottonwood Heights City Offices, 1265 East Fort Union
Blvd., Suite 300, at 7:00 p.m. or as soon thereafter as the matter can be heard. Inquiries.
should be directed to Morgan Brim at 944-7065.

Attest: Linda Dunlavy
City Recorder
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MINUTES OF THE COTTONWOOD HEIGHTS CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

Wednesday, March 4, 2009
7:00 p.m.
Cottonwood Heights City Council Room
1265 East Fort Union Boulevard, Suite 300
Cottonwood Heights, Utah

ATTENDANCE

Planning Commission Members: City Staff:

Gordon Nicholl, Chairman Michael Black, Planning Director

Geoff Armstrong Morgan Brim, Planning Technician

J. Thomas Bowen Brad Gilson, City Engineer

JoAnn Frost

Bradley Jorgensen 4

Amy Rosevear P
AL

N

1. WELCOME/ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
/ \' I i
o | \
Chairman Gordon Nicholl called the /meetingcg/ to/ \;)rder atl7:05 p.r!n;/ Procedural issues were
reviewed. He stressed the infportance ‘?/f/' public input to the Planning Commission.

BUSINESS MEETING . 3
|

2. CITIZEN COMMENTS N

\
There were no citizen comnllenlts. /,f w

J
3. PUBLIC HEARINGS/
3.1 The Planning Cbmmi/ssion will hold a public hearing to receive comments and take
action on a request by Dan Nixon for a conditional use permit for a mixed-use
development containing self-storage, office, and retail uses. This property is located
at 6723 South 1300 East, Zoned MU.

(19:08:10) Chair Nicholl stated that agenda items 3.1 and 4.1 would be combined. The
applicant, Jim Kane, gave a synopsis of the project and stated that it has proceeded through
various stages within the City, including a rezone, which included several public hearings.
Under the conditional use ordinance, a conditional use shall be granted if reasonable conditions
can be imposed to mitigate any reasonably anticipated effects of the proposed use. The standards
and findings of fact relative to the standards were contained in the staff report. Mr. Kane was
aware of one letter of opposition received on November 17, 2008 that addressed several issues
within the standards.

M. Kane referred to Section B and stated that the use will not be detrimental to the health,
safety, comfort, order, or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. To

Cottonwood Heights Planning Commission Meeting — 03/04/09 1
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provide assurance to the community, the developers would limit and control access to the
property at all hours. He noted that for many uses allowed in MU or the prior NC zoning, the
proposed use imposes greater restrictions and better protections for the neighborhood.

Mr. Kane reported that self-storage and the related retail use create very infrequent customer
trips and noise. He stated that the use generates less traffic on a daily basis than a public park or
playground and is equal to the traffic generated from the combination of four single- family
homes. Mr. Kane reported that similar facilities have a very low incidence of crime and he noted
that the police department has no record of crimes of any serious nature being committed in self-
storage centers in the County. He stated that lighting will be contained within the property lines
and substantial setbacks were established to protect the residential neighbors. The project itself
will serve as a noise buffer between the residential neighborhood and 1300 East. Three
individuals within the company who each have 25 years’ experience would manage the facility.

(19:12:15) With regard to internal circulation, Mr. Kane stated that there will be one-way traffic
designed around the building. The heavy retail use and parking will be located in front. The
portions bordering the residential area will generate very low traffic. The applicants agreed to
the City Traffic Engineer’s controls on ingress and egress on 1300 East/ 1nclud1ng shared access
to the property on the south when it is redeveloped. /[ ( )

Section K addressed appropriate buffering to protect ne1ghbor1ng land uLes from light, noise, and
visual impacts. The proposed lot coverage was 40% with 65% belng the maximum permitted.
The third floor setback was changed to be double WhaJ[ 1s ) reqnlred at the request of the
neighborhood. The first and second ?loor setbacks also/'exceed t[he requirements of the

ordinance. Mr. Kane stated that they agreed to an elght]-fo‘ot fencelwhere the property borders
the residential area. The /apphcants also modlﬁed the upper- -floor windows to prevent people
inside the building from seelng into the/backyards of adJ oining residences.

& \ ‘. N — \ B L
Mzr. Kane indicated that thelr hghtlng plan conforms {o the City requirements and was adjusted in
response to requests received. f Only four hghts will be visible from the south, north, and 1300
| (R
East elevations. Everything facmg the residential areas will be under canopies. He noted that
the architecture, bulldlng materials, “and design requirements were modified as well. A meeting
was held with the nelghbors where building material alternatives were presented. The applicants
met with the Architectiral Review Committee on multiple occasions and demonstrated a
willingness to change the design and look of the building to something acceptable to the City, the
neighbors, and the applicants. Mr. Kane indicated that retail storefronts were added across the

front of the project.

(19:15:36) Mr. Kane reported that optional landscape strips were added. In addition, they
adjusted the vegetation and trees to be planted along either side. Neighbors submitted concerns
in writing and the applicants were open to potential modifications. More landscaping was
provided than required by ordinance, existing trees were preserved, and a dedicated bike path
was proposed across the front of the property. Various elevations of the building were shown. A
list of meetings held since the beginning of the rezone process was referred to. Mr. Kane stated
that great efforts were made on their part to cooperate with the neighbors.

(19:19:27) Planning Technician, Morgan Brim, presented the staff report and stated that the
proposed parcel is 1.64 acres in size. The surrounding uses were described. He stated that the

Cottonwood Heights Planning Commission Meeting — 03/04/09 2
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City has asked for dedication of a strip of property for a four-foot bike lane that will hopefully
extend throughout the City. The dedication will include extra property to widen the existing
sidewalk. A walking path was also requested from the sidewalk to the south building. He noted
that two buildings were proposed. The larger one will house the primary self-storage and the
secondary retail use. The second building will be approximately 2,600 square feet in size and
consist of retail. The second walkway will connect the front of both buildings and be ADA
accessible. Mr. Brim reported that the applicant is also proposing a driveway that will go around
the building and connect to the front driveway. Two lift gates were proposed for security and to
screen the external roll up doors on the main floor from the public way. The main building will
be approximately 100,000 square feet in size spread over four floors. One floor will be a
basement level with three above grade floors. The building will be restricted to 35 feet in height.
The applicants proposed stepping back the third floor an additional 25 feet. Staff recommended
an eight-foot wall or fence separate the project from the residential uses.

(19:23:50) Mr. Brim displayed the floor plans of both buildings. He indicated that the two retail
spaces together equate to 17% of the ground floor. The MU Zone requires 1,500 square feet or
10% of the main floor of a self-storage unit be a secondary use and unrelated to self-storage.
The landscaping plan was displayed. Mr. Brim stated that the applicgn-ts{r;e accomplishing their
landscaping plan through the use of different grasses, bushes, f}olwé/rs, agd trees. At the request
of staff, the applicants proposed to preserve a large pine treeon the site’as well as a second tree
on the rear property line. Staff determined the landscapiri/g plan-to e in|conformance.

- LT 1
Proposed building materials were presented. I}‘l/Iodiﬁca‘[[ions/r/r]}ade 'to the rear upper windows
were described. Mr. Brim stated that/th/e}‘/\indi(’)w-\s will 'allow/lightiin but block the view from
inside the building out. The lighting plan was réviéwé\d. l M. Brim stated that four lights will be
visible from the public \rzyay""ori\Qhel sides of the buildings. One light was proposed along the
front. All other lighting will be] full” cutoff and plécled under a canopy or awning. Staff
recommended approval subject to]the (}:cgndi“gio/nsjsef‘for’eﬁ’in the staff report. Mr. Brim reviewed

the fire official’s comments ‘lenhm’er}ate‘?i \i\n tﬁg st/eflff regort.

Lo L
\

In response to a question raise

Fo )

| d, /Mr‘./Brim stated that a garbage collection area was identified on

the site plan. He explain‘led that/the Code requires trash collection sites to be no less than 50 feet
from the nearest residential-property. The trash collection area was to consist of an eight-foot
concrete wall with a metal roof and steel gate and fit in with the overall architectural style of the

project.

(19:34:28) Chair Nicholl stated that the Commission received and reviewed numerous letters
from citizens about the proposed project. He opened the public hearing.

Dirk Hooiman gave his address as 6734 Hollowdale Drive, adjacent to the proposed location.
He submitted numerous letters to the City and stated that he asked Dan Nixon for the rendering
showing how the building will look along the fence line. He approached the remaining four
neighbors and asked their opinion. Each decided, with the exception of Jerri Harwell, on an
eight-foot fence. All signed off on the rendering and concerns were noted. Mr. Hooiman
indicated that he spoke with Mr. Nixon earlier in the day to make sure that the concerns of the
neighborhood were addressed and on record. Three other neighbors asked Mr. Hooiman to
speak on their behalf.

Cottonwood Heights Planning Commission Meeting — 03/04/09 3
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(19:37:18) Jerri Harwell gave her address as 6720 Hollowdale Drive. She had been opposed to
the project from the beginning and did not want to see a “dump for junk” in her backyard.
Initially, some neighbors asked her to be their spokesperson. She assured them that she would
have no more influence with the Planning Commission than any other neighbor. They still asked
that she speak for them. Mrs. Harwell reported that following one of the first meetings with the
Planning Commission, three homes immediately went up for sale. She attended a neighborhood
meeting and later a work meeting with the Planning Commission where there were questions
about a letter she had written. Despite her presence she was not acknowledged or asked to
comment. Moments later the Commission asked the developer to respond to a question about
security. She felt discriminated against and disrespected and was concerned that the City favors

developers. In addition, Mrs. Harwell stated that she never received an email informing her of .

the time of tonight’s meeting although the Hooimans did. With regard to the eight-foot fence,
she stated that there is a reason for not allowing storage sheds against a property line. The result
would be to look up at a block wall. Previously she did not express whether she was in favor or
opposed to the six or eight-foot fence and wanted to give it more thought. She did not want to
look at an eight-foot wall in her backyard and thought a six-foot fence would be sufficient.
Mrs. Harwell expressed opposition to the project but after speaking with the Smiths determined
it to be a matter of money. She hoped the Smiths would gain ﬁnanci;a/lly/fr/c])m the project.

1 {

There were no further public comments. The public hearigg/vvgsﬂ CiE)/S‘ed'
[ .

(19:41:28) Commissioner Rosevear moved /thﬁ‘ th(Ez Planlnmg Commission approve a

conditional use permit for Cubes Self-Storage at 6723/So:uth §1300 East subject to the

following conditions: 7 W /./ j \ | ~/ 1

P - i / \ \ I -

1. All construction_shall take ﬁla}e lin /aécord’an‘{ce'with tlzte/approved plans for this

-

development. Any changes 10 the plans will\lbe required to receive the appropriate
- ~ - L~
approvals. BRI |~ P
Iy
2. All landscaping| in tlye dqveéop\r\r}el\z't” shall be completed before final certificate of
occupancy is granted (19) 80.080(G)).

3. All pedestrian walewa"ys shall be lighted (19.80.090(3).

4. All lights in the development shall be full-cut off (1 9.80.090(4)).

5. Developer shall provide stamped and colored walkways as indicated in plans.

6. Trees to be preserved will be marked before any grading or demolition.

7. No new tree in the development shall be less than two-inch caliper at the time of
planting.

8. Construction for the project shall be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00

p.m. daily to preserve the integrity of the adjacent neighborhoods.

9. Before any building permits shall be approved, a construction mitigation plan complete
with a SWPPP must be approved by staff.

Cottonwood Heights Planning Commission Meeting — 03/04/09 4
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10. The use of the property shall be limited to self-storage, office, business, and/or
professional, medical, optical or dental offices or laboratories, and general retail.

11.  Street lighting will be provided by developer along city streets as indicated in the plans,
using the City’s standard gateway streetlights spaced at 200-foot intervals. -

12. A bond shall be placed for all landscaping, screening, and fencing requirements as
well as all public improvements before a final approval and building are granted.

13. A dedication plat showing the following shall be required before a certificate of
occupancy is granted:

a. The dedication of right-of-way for the required four-foot bike lane and six-foot

sidewalk;

b. The shared access point and cross access agreement for the property
immediately to the south of this project; and -

c. The three lots shall be consolidated into o:;_e/léi./ L¢

y ! e
14.  All mechanical equipment, roof and gréﬁpd mouged, n{mst be screened from the
public byway and from residences, Stqﬁ" shallisapprmf)e th;e appropriate architectural
screening devices for the rooftop prior to ije\zleaseiof the bond.

7

15.  All walls on the proﬁé??y liines{ sgpalmt}né,.ihe \project from the residential lots must be

eight feet in height and the sanie type of wall sh&o‘ﬂi in the plans.
:. \‘ - \ // W//'\/ H
Commissioner Armstrong slecénd;etil tlile\mot((/)ﬁ/ :
R
Commissioner Rosevea1; pgiﬂtegl out!that a conditional use permit is a permitted use with
conditions that can mitigate impacts. She appreciated the letters and comments received and

commended the applican;ts/ for initiating meetings with the homeowners.

(19:44:08) Commissioner Bowen addressed Mrs. Harwell’s concern about the height of the wall.
Mr. Black stated that it could be stepped down from property line to property line.

Commissioner Rosevear amended her motion to modify condition number 15 to read as
follows:

15.  Fences adjacent to residential neighboring lots are as requested by neighbors but no
higher than eight feet.

Commissioner Armstrong wanted to allow Mrs. Harwell and others the opportunity to change the
height of the fence going forward. He commended the developers for how they handled the
situation. He remarked that there was a lot of opposition to the project initially and the
developers complied and went out of their way to meet with the neighbors and do what was
necessary to pacify their concerns. ’

Cottonwood Heights Planning Commission Meeting — 03/04/09 5
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Mr. Black suggested changes to the motion.
Commissioner Rosevear moved to amend the motion to modify the following:

15.  Fences adjacent to residential neighboring lots are as requested by neighbors but no
higher than eight feet. The developer shall obtain signatures from individual property
owners as to their preferences with regard to the wall. Otherwise walls shall be six feet
in height.

Commissioner Armstrong believed that if a neighbor does not specify a six or eight-foot wall, the
footage should go to the majority or standard.

Commissioner Armstrong seconded the motion.

Commissioner Rosevear clarified that the requirement would in no way allow a future owner of
property to request the developer change the height of the fence.
-

Vote on motion: Amy Rosevear-Aye, JoAnn Frost-Aye, /J./‘ (Th/oma;, Bowen-Aye, Bradley
Jorgensen-Aye, Geoff Armstrong-Aye, Gordon Nicholl-Aye:” Tﬁtg _{gwti5n passed unanimously.

i
(19:49:19) Chair Nicholl stated that he has serve/cﬂ\on t%he ii@r!ming Clommission and with the
Cottonwood Heights Community Council for /a significarit period of time and viewed this
instance as a shining example of coopefation and ;\tea\mv{/orlg/wﬁere a d}eveloper is willing to go
the extra mile to meet and with the ¢ommunity and resolve concerns..
TN ) | -
3.2  The Planning C@mmissi‘orll will hold a public hearing and receive comments on a
City-initiated General Plan Amendment on the west Highland Frontage Road from
6630 South 6850 South. | 1 NN i
N l i \\ - -
(19:50:18) Mr. Black pneselnt/ed /th‘e/s-taf‘f/report and stated that the issue involved the same
General Plan Amendment consjdered for more than six months. Staff studied various scenarios,
traffic patterns, and possible-land uses for the area including the present zoning. The land use
map was displayed showing the current General Plan for the area and not the zoning. He noted
that in this situation the zoning and the General Plan are very similar. Mr. Black discussed the
alignment of the frontage road in the area north of LaCresta and identified the areas proposed to

be changed.

(19:55:22) City Engineer, Brad Gilson, stated that the intersection near the neighborhood is
problematic and is identified in the Capital Facilities Plan as an intersection that needs to be
addressed. The frontage road in conjunction with LaCresta, the traffic generated on the frontage
road making a left hand movement back onto 2000 East, and the traffic generated on 2000 East
makes the movement difficult. Mr. Gilson stated that staff has updated the timing plans, which
were last updated in the late 1990s, to allow the entire City to begin to operate more efficiently.
He explained that in the morning hours, commute times will be approximately 37% faster than
they are today and ultimately save motorists approximately 300,000 hours of sitting at stop
Jights. He explained that this particular intersection is within its capacity based on the General
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Plan. Staff evaluated how the intersection will operate both with and without the General Plan
Amendment.

In conjunction with realigning and retiming the intersection, staff found that the traffic
generation along the frontage road with the new office will be approximately 30 vehicles per
hour, or one car every four minutes. As far as the overall traffic generated, they were well within
capacity. With 42 feet of asphalt on the frontage road, staff’s recommendation was to reduce the
amount of asphalt on the road and implement aggressive traffic calming measures to slow traffic.
M. Black stated that there is no reason for 42 feet of asphalt unless there are four lanes and
explained that there is an opportunity to add 15 to 20 feet of additional landscaping to the
existing landscaping and provide an attractive entry into the City.

(20:00:46) Mr. Black stated that the area shown in purple was suggested as a residential land use.
His initial recommendation was to increase the density to perhaps double what it is presently to
provide an opportunity for redevelopment, if desired. An area of Neighborhood Commercial
was recommended on a .85-acre piece of property. He felt it was appropriate to move the
property closer to Highland Drive and create a trade off to solve the traffic issue. It would also
provide a 60 to 70-foot buffer between the property and the adj acent/r/esid’e/l}ntial neighborhood.

Mr. Black stated that a request was received from a property"glwngr tq the south to change the
General Plan to a commercial use to allow them to sell the Rr,opeffy{as commercial and develop
residential office. The proposal anticipates the sarﬁé\ landscaped arerjal, width, and amenities with
the street being narrowed. The land use would Iz[>e ch\angéd 61 all of the properties that front the
frontage road to Residential Office. -A’street wasproposed that does not allow the commercial

. . . { ! . ;
area access into the neighborhood. {Acges)s issues were dlgcdssed. 1

. L
TN s i ]/ B
Mr. Black stated that the ‘fgc‘)nﬂggratibn/of the stre\cat; will remain the same as the ARC
recommendation, which was to change all of the /hdhlvcsxffbnting the frontage road to Residential

! ! i i . .« s
Office. He noted that staff and thel, ARC ee\t\ch made recommendations to the Commission who

will in turn make a recommc’and'atij’oﬁ to the City Council.

L/

L)
(20:06:30) Mr. Black stated that/ aﬁéther proposal was to amend the Gateway Overlay Zone to
require new constructioh/pn"’"fhe properties. To the dismay of most property owners, it was
discovered that the homes are difficult to retrofit and change to commercial uses. To encourage
redevelopment, staff proposed amending the Gateway Overlay Zone to include a minimum
requirement or square footage of buildings and require new construction.

Chair Nicholl opened the public hearing.

(20:09:32) Eric Montague stated that slowing down traffic on LaCresta, rather than Highland
Drive, was a more serious concern. He suggested LaCresta be narrowed to control traffic and
speed. He remarked that the majority of people that cut through the neighborhood do not live
there. He commented that landscaping is also of concern and stressed the importance of
maintaining it. His main concern was that many purchased property in the neighborhood years
earlier. He reported that his home was built in 1912 and predates all others in the area. For that
reason, he had an interest in making sure the proposed change reflects the true neighborhood. He
wanted to be sure to explore all possible options before proceeding.
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(20:13:25) Rich Murphy gave his address as 6877 South 1950 East and stated that his home was
included in the proposals but not shown on the map. He commented that if a turnaround is made
on the frontage road he will be forced to go around to access his home. He questioned why he
and others on the south side of 6850 were included in the plan. He indicated that the homes
along 6850 on the south side were included on the map that was mailed out but not on the land
use being discussed. Chair Nicholl clarified that the map that was mailed was to consider
property. Mr. Black made his proposal, which was presented. Similarly, the ARC made their
proposal both of which were being discussed. Mr. Murphy asked how his property could be
changed to commercial since it is landlocked. Commissioner Bowen stated that when the study
began, the entire area was considered. Mr. Murphy’s property would have been included
initially in what the area studied. The area had since been refined down. Mr. Murphy asked that
he not be prevented from accessing his home from the frontage road.

(20:16:14) Dennis VanDuren stated that he listened to the proposal on the traffic but did not
think it was practical. The issue was not what direction the traffic is going or the speed but
rather the amount of traffic. He stated that simply moving the street down 50 to 70 feet will not
reduce the number of cars traveling on the road. He believed that the new proposal for new
construction and bigger lots will create even more traffic congestion ,an’d/]'suggested the area be
left as is. He stated that what is proposed will be met with (a/Eonsglidated fight from the
neighborhood. He suggested the Commission give the sitgati-ofsl,e;ri/qus thought.

[ e

(20:18:35) Eric Felt identified himself as the owrier, of fgrol‘ierty at 6800 South Highland Drive
and felt staff was trying to address the concerns of the nefgth/rs[. He thought what was proposed
would have the least amount of impaet.ﬁfd make,;‘no change-would beJ unfair to those who live
on the frontage road because they ]are/pyevented ffrom d‘oiﬂg anything)with their property. He
thought what was propos_ed/\i}ﬁl‘b\e attriagjdiv/e} ar[fd e’i,llow\fdr positive changes.
(20:19:50) Tatiana Senkouskaia g\‘a\’7e, her ad\dréss,«a‘é”@/]%Z‘”South Highland Drive. She stated that
she purchased the home from her mcl)ther because the street is very busy and her mother no
longer wanted to live there. ‘ Sﬁe ]gjents the, hpl\»iié/ out and at least half of the tenants do not want to
live there because of the busy’ streét. _She thought there should be some kind of buffer between
Highland Drive and the neighb,drho%d in the form of commercial development. She stated that
the heavy traffic makes]L /ijc,./di’fﬁcult for those who live on the street, particularly those with

children.

(20:21:05) Dan Kennelly commented that the corner where the commercial building exists was
granted a conditional use permit for an office but later changed. The proposed three-story
building was nice looking but will block the view of the house next door, which Mr. Kennelly
owns. He stated that LaCresta residents have expressed many concerns including speeding
without success. He remarked that the residents do not want commercial. He predicted that due
to the current economic climate, in six to nine months the property will be worth very little
because there will be an overabundance of commercial property.

(20:22:45) Phil Cook identified himself as a patient of Dr. Felt’s and a commercial real estate
appraiser with 28 years® experience. He specializes in analyzing value impacts on real estate due
to structures and facilities being constructed next to property. For example, he has done a lot of
work on property that is impacted by high-power transmission lines, sewer plants, and highways.
When he saw the plan showing residential on the north and residential office on the south it
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appeared to be very well thought out. He commented that there is a need in the market place for
buffer uses between high-traffic streets and residential areas and to him it made sense to have
residential office. In the years he has analyzed values he has found that residential property
located on major arterials suffers because of proximity. He noted that that has already been seen
in this case. He had never seen a negative value effect due to proximity to a residential use such
as a dentist’s office. It was his opinion that retail will be a terrible mistake in the proposed
location because of traffic while residential office uses such as a dentist’s office or small medical
office made sense.

(20:25:45) Betty Purdie, a Brookhill Drive resident, stated that her street will be impacted by
additional traffic because it serves as an outlet from the neighborhood. There was already
additional traffic due to backing on 2000 East. She heard nothing about potential impacts to the
rest of the neighborhood. As an Engineer, Ms. Purdie believed that moving part of the frontage
road made sense. There will still be a problem but the current situation will be improved. She
also noted that people turning left on 2000 East will create a serious safety issue, which did not
appear to have been addressed. Chair Nicholl indicated that the Commission is keenly aware
that there are serious traffic problems in the area. He noted that that is 4some’ching Mr. Gilson
will spend a tremendous amount of time resolving. He stressed thgt!tr‘?a/fﬁc will be one of the
Commission’s priorities. g
>

(20:28:00) Mike Evans suggested a “no right turn on red{’/ sign/be"iafostl:d for southbound traffic
on 2000 East turning into LaCresta to prevent Slocking. l/I—Le] staﬁed that the suggestion was
presented on a few previous occasions without s?lcces\s. ] ,

/"// ) -~ |

- i /\ I |
(20:29:40) Richard Parkin identiﬁe(d himself as a dentist who developed an office building 11

=
{

years earlier on Highland Dr‘ii’/'é\and; 4({0/()1 Sg{ut}/l. Today the neighbofs behind his office building

appreciate having a professional) office there/ because\ fhgl use is quiet, well maintained, and

provides a buffer between their hol]rriles a\ndhighlgnd\@ﬁﬁé’ﬁ
| Y
| \
(20:30:25) Will Felt gave his a/idd;rle$s as 1983 Bast 6850 South. He thought most of the concerns
raised pertained to how i‘ndiyiﬂuél p;gperfy owners will be affected as well as the neighborhood
as a whole. He thought it would be beneficial to require a third-party analysis of how the
neighborhood as a wholetyyill'“'be affected.

(20:31:23) Heather Stevens read a letter written by her husband who could not be in attendance.
She pointed out that the home being used as a dental office was purchased as a residence. She
noted that since Cottonwood Heights City incorporated, taxes have continued to rise in a down
economy. In her case her taxes increased by $200 while her property value decreased by
$80,000. She stated that such a trend cannot continue. She pointed out instances of what she
considered to be blatant wastes of taxpayer money such as replacing manhole covers and street
signs that did not need to be replaced. She also objected to the 40 new police officers hired and
patrol cars purchased in the City, which she viewed as unnecessary. She reported that that
increase alone cost more than what was paid previously for the sheriff’s department alone for
one year. She hoped the Commission would consider the residents of the City and not just the
future tax revenue. She complained about increased traffic from a new business near her home
and stated that her previous requests for traffic studies were ignored. She hoped the
neighborhood would be left unchanged.
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(20:34:15) Danette Kennelly gave her address as 6825 South Greendale Road and stated that last
time she attended a Commission Meeting there was discussion about changing the zoning. At
that time, there was an implied threat that all of the zoning would be changed. She considered it
to be a scare tactic. She stated that the area is zoned residential and she hoped to keep it that
way. She didn’t want to have to attend meetings on a regular basis to make sure changes are not
made without the consent of the neighbors. Mrs. Kennelly was angry and upset that the zoning
issue was being addressed again and saw no reason to change it to allow more businesses when
there are vacant buildings. She suggested requests for commercial development be taken on a
case-by-case basis.

(20:37:05) Jeff Dickey gave his address as 6841 Brookhill Drive and stated that he drives the
subject intersection regularly and recognizes it is a problem. He questioned how doubling the
number of residences on the north end will improve the traffic situation. He also questioned the
gateway overlay since it seemed that all of the existing residences in the area will be required to
rebuild to meet the new standard. It was clarified that only redevelopment involving a change of
use will be required to meet the standard.

(20:39:10) Greg Wittwer gave his address as 1871 East Meadow Dri)/ef/drfiii asked about the area
shown in purple on the map. Mr. Black clarified that in staff’ s/p/lrop'osal t/h,e area is designated as
Neighborhood Commercial, which includes such uses as-a slmallll convenience store, office
building, or retail. He explained that it is a mixed-use éone,tha{/allo rs for residential growth.
Chair Nicholl clarified that that is what is propqse’&\ and| not/ necessallrily what will be approved.

He clarified that the Commission will make a /recomm],end’ation to| the:a City Council who will

make the final decision. Commissipnefﬁayven; rqgoénizied there are differences of opinion and
this is just the first step in the/procéss ,of\gaﬁheﬁing‘\infprrfna‘tiion. MILLB/lack explained that it is a
master planning process and not\a Zoning prodes,'s,,‘. The/intent is to address future planning for

land use. Before any oleve/l,gpmprilt dan be a/ccomplis‘\h{edjin the area, a zone change will be

necessary and require a lagiélaftiveli d‘ecision\by//thc‘afC’i\‘g,.@Bﬁhcil.

! I \\ :’l ,“

(20:42:55) Diane Sharp nd’\ica/’xced;! tljlat ish‘eVQWn/s)property on both Highland Drive and LaCresta.
She acknowledged that seyeral/ Higﬁland Drive property owners were present that will be
affected by the proposed changes. “He believed most were in favor of what was proposed by

staff. -

L

(20:44:17) George Beverley gave his address as 6719 Village Road and stated that the property
shown in purple on the map abuts his backyard. He wanted to know how his property will be
affected. Commissioner Frost stated that the purpose of tonight’s meeting is to gather public
input.

(20:46:39) Joyce Felt commented that she owns property with her husband at 6800 Highland
Drive. She read a letter from Tiffany Ryman of which a copy was provided to staff. Ms. Ryman
was the realtor who sold the property to the Felts. Her letter indicated that prior to the purchase,
several prospects inquired about it for business use only. Mrs. Felt clarified that they did not
purchase the property as a residence and always intended for it to be a dental office. She and her
husband wanted to appease the neighbors and make the community part of the planning process.
She explained that with regard to the Neighborhood Commercial zoning, all uses will be
conditional. Dr. Felt wanted to first address the two properties for which a zone change was
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requested rather than address all of Highland Drive and 6850 South. He preferred properties be
dealt with individually.

(20:48:50) Steve Sharp stated that he already has a variance on his property. In addition, they
have a business license and could build an auto body or repair business on the site if desired. All
that would be needed would be a building permit from the City. He explained that property
would not be taken from Mr. Beverley for the road and would come out of their property. He
remarked that they would perhaps be giving up some of their property in exchange for the
commercial, as he was not sure he wants to rebuild and carry on the business he has. His belief
was that some of the alternatives are better than what exist. Mr. Sharp stated that his property is
vacant as is the house next door. Over the past five years the Sharps had had approximately 50
people approach them about purchasing the property for commercial. No one was interested in
buying it for residential. The house next door was up for sale but not sold. He commented that
homes in the area were built in the 1950s and many need to be torn down.

The public hearing was closed.

Chair Nicholl thanked those who spoke for their input, which he con/s,ider/e]'d very important. He

stated that Mr. Gilson will be closely studying and resolving the traffic problems. The
Commission recognized other problems that need to be addrés/sieid.mHe/explained that the issue
will be addressed again by the Commission at the next rriéetipg/atlt/évhich time there will be more
discussion and ideas presented. There may also b/eﬂ\c\leciéior‘ls made ’pn iall or part of the project.

The intent tonight was to comply with the public hearing fequirement. Those with concerns
were encouraged to contact City Couricil Merflbprs and submit comments in writing and via
email. N - I \

7 \ ) L |

(20:53:25) Commissioner Bgyven\stated’ that wjthih the City there are areas that were once choice

places to live, however, over the l}yéalrs.‘;che?re has been a transition particularly along Fort Union
Boulevard, 1300 East, and };Iig:hlafn]d ﬁri‘ye. \T he City is looking at the neighborhood in question
due to the various chanées that }/{a\;/e océ\grréd’f He stated that a proposal came in for a dental
office at which time Commissioner ];owén suggested the entire neighborhood be studied. One
of the requirements of the Plann{ng ‘Commission is to look at the big picture. He suggested those
with concerns follow the process and provide a factual basis of how they will be affected by a
particular proposal. He Stressed that the Commission has not made a decision and is not in the
pocket of the developers. They are present as citizens of Cottonwood Heights trying to do the

best they can to solve what they perceive to be potential problems.

(20:58:44) Barbara VanDuren gave her address as 6661 Billings Road and asked if the
correspondence submitted will be available for public review. She stated that Greenfield Village
is alive and well and is not deteriorating as eluded to by Commissioner Bowen. She commented
that young families move into the neighborhood often and there are new homes being built in
place of old ones.

The Commission took a short recess.

Cottonwood Heights Planning Commission Meeting — 03/04/09 11




O 00 -1 N L AW DN =

.p.h.p.p.A.p.b..h.l:.mwmwwwwmwwwl\)wwwwmml\)m.—nr—a»—awh-.—-»-n.a.—..—-
OO\]O\UI-PWNHO\OOO\]G\LII-PWN'—‘O\DOO\]O\MJ}-DJNF—'O\OOO\]O\(I]-bwl\)\*—‘o

4. ACTION ITEMS

4.1 The Planning Commission will take action on a request by Dan Nixon for a
conditional use permit for a mixed-use development containing self-storage, office,
and retail uses. This property is located 6723 South 1300 East, Zoned MU.

The above item was combined with agenda item 3.1.

4.2 The Planning Commission will update their meeting schedule for 2009.

(21:01:33) Mr. Black stated that the intent was to conduct one more meeting in March and one
meeting per month every month thereaffer. Staff’s suggestion was that one meeting be
scheduled each month and a second called if needed. Scheduling issues were discussed. The
consensus of the Commission was to proceed with a meeting in two weeks.

5. DISCUSSION ITEMS

5.1 The Planning Commission will discuss an_application for a text amendment to the
O-R-D Zone. The applicant, Steve Hopkins, is propoesing to modify the maximum
allowed height for structures in the O-R-D Zone. 7 g

-

e

e
(21:03:45) The applicant, Steve Hopkins, was present agd/iﬁﬁpquced?roject Architect, Peter
Brunjes, and Traffic Engineer, Joe Perrin. Mr. Hopkins/ stat/ed/thétlthe last time they met with
the Commission the proposal was not clear to sqrﬁé\. The project was described. He explained
that with regard to the parking structure,/the intent of the r00f Was for use as a gathering place.
The developers believed the proposgd/l‘bcafi‘on Wwould be ideal for aftall building. He explained

that the company has been prgdent[withwtheir ﬁh@ﬁceé and és a resu‘lt,/_the parking structure will

be paid for in cash. Thp...vééaﬁcy rat:e of the /pr,bjécﬂ\is% less than 2% and the demand is high.
Their intent is to spend money now and do their part to help the City’s economy. The developers

felt strongly that now is a g‘tboé,i tiﬁnia tq..\,iie\?'elc?’p 7inéévtﬁet’5ﬁilding can be constructed for a more

reasonable cost. ‘ b \

o y /» P
Mr. Hopkins thought it mad,e/ sqﬁs e to construct additional stories for two reasons. First, the
architectural aspect is very appealing. He noted that the developer’s intent is to have 12 stories.
Second, there appeared to-be great demand for the property, which is very valuable.
M. Hopkins stated that the building will help the City compete for major tenants coming in from
out of state that tend to need large spaces. Mr. Hopkins commented that they had to turn away
several big tenants. He noted that the types of jobs that will be created will be of high quality.
In addition, the kinds of people and businesses being attracted to the area will benefit the

community.

(21:12:04) Mr. Hopkins stated that the tax base for the buildings will be substantial. He noted
that theirs is the only project in the area that has never taken a subsidy from the school district.
He indicated that they have been supportive of the new school district and the proposed building
at the current tax rate will generate approximately $600,000 per year, 49% of which will go
directly to the school district. Over the expected 60-year life of the building, over $100 million
will be generated. He indicated that their company contributes more than they take and all of the
buildings are owned by the Beckstrand family who intends to run them long after construction is
completed.
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Chair Nicholl asked Mr. Hopkins to show how the proposed building height will compare with to
nearby structures. Mr. Brunjes prepared a graph showing the relationship of the proposed
building to its surroundings. Views of the building from various locations were shown. The
proposed building materials would be similar to the existing buildings and part of the fabric of
the campus and create a cohesive gateway for the community. Parking issues were discussed.
Mr. Hopkins stated that the parking proposed was sufficient for 12 stories. The existing campus
is very successful and if the proposed building does not work, it will cost the developers more
than the value of the one building. They will lose in terms of all of the surrounding buildings
they own. Mr. Hopkins stated that the proposed building will be large and visible but not ruin
the skyline or view.

Commissioner Frost stated that she served on the Community Council in the 1980s when the
residential office campus was developed. She stated that continuity has been maintained west of
3000 East and she did not want the developer to create problems for themselves by completely
changing the dynamic of the area unless the building serves as a landmark. Mr. Hopkins stated

that the City will have to trust that they can be successful. He urged the Commission Members

to look at what they have developed previously and noted that their tenants also demand
excellence. P

-

e

(21:22:00) Commissioner Bowen stated that the City has fgo/d’e/tglriqqine %ether 12 stories makes
sense in the area. Mr. Hopkins indicated that because of the Tocation of the property, the
proposed building makes sense. The developeréﬂhavq wbrl/(ed over the past few years and
decided that the right kinds of tenants demand bh{ildiﬂgs Like the| one proposed. Rather than have
several buildings that look the same, the aaeloﬁeré;th(\)ught a better approach was to build unique

structures. Because the projectis a fcon/ditional lse,) they will have to show how it makes sense in

a given location and giyes""fﬂe\m the qﬂ)ility to // compete with downtown Salt Lake City for
premiere tenants. | \ -/ '\

P

J

\ /

1/ \ \i i . “\ / i/’\\ P L

Commissioner Armstrong a‘;ske}d if 1nee;1rby c\i\’t;ie/s}" such as Sandy and Murray have a limit on the
number of stories. Mr. Ii{OHki?S Ijeci:alled&hatf'Sandy City allows 25 stories. Chair Nicholl stated
that South Salt Lake gllows’ 40 s‘Egries. Commissioner Armstrong asked if two six-story
buildings can be built for the ‘same price as taller structures. Mr. Hopkins responded that it is
much less costly to build-up. The proximity of residences to the proposed building was
determined to be close to one-half mile away. Commissioner Armstrong recalled that a previous
request was to move the building 15 feet closer to the off ramp, which was based on the building
being six stories high. He questioned whether the height should be reexamined if 12 stories are
approved. Mr. Black stated that setbacks will need to be reevaluated based on the number of

stories.

(21:29:20) Chair Nicholl was more concerned with the traffic than the height of the building.
Mr. Hopkins stated that with regard to traffic mitigation, the road constructed on the opposite
side of the freeway mitigates more traffic than the entire building will generate. In addition, it
won’t work without the improvements at 3000 East and 6200 South. When the developers spoke
to the City Council, they wanted to help improve the intersection for the benefit of the existing
building. He explained that traffic issues in the area will be improved with or without the
proposed building. Mr. Hopkins reported that Wasatch Regional received $1.9 million in federal
stimulus money to address traffic in the area.
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Traffic Engineer, Joe Perrin, commented that there is a lot of office space in the area. They
know that from a transportatlon standpoint there is a peak hour where there is a rush of traffic
onto 3000 East. Most exit using 3000 East to 6200 South to enter the freeway. Millrock added a
new approach on Wasatch and improvements approved by UDOT were expected to be made this
spring and create dual left turns off of Millrock. Some of the concerns were whether the
additional traffic can be accommodated. During the peak hour, close to 160 additional vehicles
were anticipated as a result of the additional six-story building. It was mentioned that the AM
peak was not of concern. Mr. Hopkins stated that they donated the second lane around the
project so that there are no stops on the way in. As a result, the incoming traffic is not an issue.

Mr. Perrin stressed the importance of increasing capacity. He explained that Old Mill and
Beckstrand have developed a road running under I-215 to Holladay improving the traffic
situation. That mitigation provides more benefit to 3000 East and more capacity than what the
new building will generate. In working with Mr. Gilson, the developers discussed various ways
of improving 3000 East. They would look to fixing the 6200 South interchange to allow more
time for the westbound left. If they can get more cars through the interchange for the
southbound movement, UDOT will free up more time for the westbound movement, which will
improve the situation. Italso allows them to open up the third northbound left M. Perrin stated
that currently there is a third northbound left on 3000 East that is's tr1ped but not yet opened up
because there is nowhere for the third lane to go. He cornrnented that turning three lanes into
two is frowned upon and considered poor traffic englneerlng/ What isineeded is more capacity
for the east and northbound movements. i/ ‘\ { P d \

] | B

(21:39:15) Proposed improvements in- the area were discussed: Mr. Hopkins explained that what

was proposed will result in a 50%[1norease'm capa01ty for[the entire drea and eliminate traffic

stacking. Commissioner. Rosevear\asked where ORDS andi 12- story bulldmgs will be allowed.

Mr. Black stated that if 2- story bulldlngs a/re donmdered‘ they should be limited to the proposed

location. He suggested an overlay be created -and the application modified. Commissioner

Rosevear was not in fav’or of thet proposed\bulldmg as a conditional use. She was concerned,

however, about allowing 12 story bu11d1ngs throughout the City. Mr. Black stated that it could

be limited to the proposed area and dealt with as an overlay.
-

5.2  The Planning Commission will continue discussion on a staff proposal to commence
a City-initiated zone change from MU (Mixed Use) to R-1-6 (Single-Family
Residential) or R-2-8 (Duel Residential Family). This property is located at 7350
South Wasatch Blvd. and is also known as Lot 2 of the Wasatch Gates Minor
Subdivision.

The above item was not addressed.

6. PLANNING DIRECTOR’S REPORT

(21:52:11) Mr. Black remarked on agenda item 3.2 and stated that the issue was divisive with
individuals both for and against the proposed change. Staff was aware of the traffic problem on
LaCresta and Mr. Black wished traffic-calming devices were proposed in the plan; however, they
were focused more on the land use. Problems with speeding on LaCresta were discussed where
it was noted that the average vehicle travels seven miles over the speed limit. Traffic was
determined to be the overriding concern of area residents.
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7. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
7.1 Februaryv 4, 2009

(21:56:25)° Commissioner Bowen moved to approve the minutes of February 4, 2009.
Commissioner Rosevear seconded the motion. Vote on motion: Geoff Armstrong-Aye, J.
Thomas Bowen-Aye, JoAnn Frost-Aye, Bradley Jorgensen-Aye, Amy Rosevear-Aye, Gordon
Nicholl-Aye. The motion passed unanimously. :

8. ADJOURNMENT

(21:56:29) Commissioner Bowen moved to adjourn. Commissioner Rosevear seconded the
motion. Vote on motion: Geoff Armstrong-Aye, J. Thomas Bowen-Aye, JoAnn Frost-Aye,
Bradley Jorgensen-Aye, Amy Rosevear-Aye, Gordon Nicholl-Aye. ~The motion passed
unanimously.

The Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 9:56 p.m.
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I hereby certify that the foregoing represents a true, accurate and complete record of the
Cottonwood Heights City Planning Commission Meeting held Wednesday, March 4, 2009.

Teri Forbes
T Forbes Group
Minutes Secretary

Minutes approved:
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MINUTES OF THE COTTONWOOD HEIGHTS CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

Wednesday, March 18, 2009
7:00 p.m.
Cottonwood Heights City Council Room
1265 East Fort Union Boulevard, Suite 300
Cottonwood Heights, Utah

ATTENDANCE

Planning Commission Members: City Staff:

Doug Haymore, Vice Chair Michael Black, Planning Director
Geoff Armstrong Morgan Brim, Planning Technician
Perry Bolyard Brad Gilson, City Engineer

J. Thomas Bowen

JoAnn Frost e

Bradley Jorgensen /

Jim Keane T

BUSINESS MEETING - g .

1. WELCOME/ACKNOWLEDGENI\EN#S; \ -
| / it

-

- i P
Vice Chair Doug Haymgref—-éall*e\d ’che'T r/neefcing'__r> t’p,\ord\er a 7:05 p.m. Procedural issues were
reviewed. . \ v Vo
’ \‘ - \ / ‘,//H‘ ’\V P -
2 CITIZEN COMMENTS | |\ \/ |

| J
[ I >
s /] -
There were no citizen commpnts/./

x/’(»

Vi

3. PUBLIC HEARINGS"

3.1 The Planning Commission will hold a public hearing and receive comments on an
application to_amend the Zoning Map. The applicant, Rodney A. Newman, is
proposing to change the zoning designation of one parcel from RR-1-43 (Rural
Residential) to RR-1-29 (Rural Residential). This property is located at 1726 East
Siesta Drive and is 1.65 acres.

(19:09:30) Planning Technician, Morgan Brim, presented the staff report and identified the
subject parcel on the map displayed. He reported that the Planning Commission heard a similar
proposal in 2007 for both lots. The request at that time was for RR-1-21, which is a rural
residential zone with a one-half acre minimum. The current proposal comprised one lot for RR-
1-29, which allows a two-third acre minimum. The property changed ownership and Rodney A.
Newman was identified as the applicant. Mr. Brim noted that there was some discrepancy with
regard to lot size; however, both would allow what is proposed. Staff recommended denial of
the proposal based on the fact that the surrounding land uses are rural residential with a
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minimum lot size of one acre. Staff did not believe what was proposed will fit in with the
character of the existing neighborhood.

The applicant, Mr. Newman, gave his address as 1739 East Siesta Drive. He stated that
previously he expressed opposition to a project across the street calling for five one-half acre
lots. He indicated that his intent in purchasing the property was to improve the neighborhood.
He stated that on two different occasions, he appeared before the Commission complaining about
the condition of the property. It was blighted, drugs were being sold out of it, loud parties were
taking place, and there were dead cats in the garage. What has taken place on the property over
the past four years has aggravated the situation in the neighborhood. He commented that
originally there was one buyer who wanted to purchase the entire piece. The existing home on
the site is of no value and needs to be torn down. Because of the economic situation, there is no
demand for a 1.65-acre parcel. Mr. Newman’s intent was to develop two nice lots. The only
way to accomplish this is to split it into two lots.

(19:18:00) Howard Norton gave his address as 7674 Caballero Drive and stated that he
appreciated Mr. Newman purchasing the property since it eliminated a problem that existed. He
stated that the County allows properties that are more than twice thc/sizé/of the existing zoning
to split the property in two without rezoning. He asked if the/C{itf allowed something similar.
Commissioner Bowen was unsure Mr. Norton’s description was accuraté. Mr. Norton stated that
something similar had taken place in the neighborhood B'efor,c,../——"C6rﬁmissioner Bowen indicated
that an applicant would have to go through the! sub’ldi\f;isipn prbcqss in order to do that.
Mr. Norton understood that but did not want to see the pr}opéffyirezo;nec;i just because it is setting
a precedent. He wanted to determine whether a giniilaﬁ rule-exists in Cottonwood Heights. It
was clarified that Mr. Nortoquasl‘nofg,()]ppc})se/d gi’e\ce\ssa;rﬂ}if to the i)gdposed action, but to the

precedent the action migl[f;t.v»se’f. N ‘ ;] / LA

/ |

| .
(19:20:33) Sue Reiser gave| her aﬁdress as 7569 Btool bend Lane and believed the request was
not about whether two Iots! are ainbro;l)r\iate\.c?’n jéhe property. Given the situation, many of the
neighbors are not opposed 1o two homes, on-the site. The determination was whether a zoning
change is appropriate. She ;s,téte/d tpgt!similar requests on the property were denied in 2007 and
in 2006. Ms. Reiser explained that the property is part of Caballero Estates, which has restrictive
covenants that prohibit s?qb,di\?/iding property into smaller than one-acre lots. The residents had
always felt that the Planning Commission should uphold the rights of those who own property in
the area. The restrictive covenants have also prohibited others from buying up one-acre parcels
and developing them as two lots. She recommended the proposal be denied at this time and

possibly allow Mr. Newman to submit a subdivision plan with a zoning change tied to it.

1

(19:24:20) Andrew Day identified himself as the developer of Pheasant Wood Estates. He
reported that in 1990, he purchased 22 acres where the project was developed. The lots in
Caballero Estates had to be exactly 43,560 square feet. His understanding was that the property
went up for auction at which time the primary lender was owed $505,000. He was not aware that
the property was going up for auction or he would have bid on it. He was told that the property
was sold for $550,000 to Mr. Newman at which time he immediately listed it for $880,000.
Mr. Newman found himself in a situation where he could not sell the property and is now
looking to divide it and sell it. Mr. Day reported that he owns more than two acres and if he had
purchased it he could have created two actual lots. He added that Salt Lake County has a 90%
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rule allowing someone with enough property to create two .9-acre lots to split it. Mr. Day stated
that he could have accomplished that if he had purchased it. He indicated that if Mr. Newman’s
request is granted, there are others in the neighborhood that will make similar requests. He
stated that the present zoning has been in force for over 40 years and he saw no reason to change
it now simply because Mr. Newman cannot sell his property. Mr. Day offered to buy the
property from Mr. Newman for the price he paid for it.

There were no further public comments. The public hearing was closed.

3.2 The Planning Commission will hold a public hearing and receive comments on an
application to amend a conditional use permit for the St. Thomas More Catholic
Church, located at 3015 East Creek Road. The applicant, David Fitzsimmons, is
proposing to add a gymnasium, office space and classrooms to_the existing church
and school.

(19:31:09) Mr. Brim presented the staff report and stated that the total area of the project is 7.36
acres. The request was an amendment to an existing conditional use. He noted that churches are
a conditional use in the R-1-8 Zone. Mr. Brim reported that the surroynd‘iifg land uses are single-
family residential. To the west, there is an LDS Church that is also'in the/R—1-8 Zone. A map of

the area was displayed and the subject property was /i/derfffﬁiefd: . T[He applicants purchased
additional property and were proposing to add a gymnaqiunllmufti'?purpose building to the west
of the existing structure. Mr. Brim stated that ;at/éne time the parce] was an approved PUD
subdivision. He noted that the applicants/propoéed r‘rxlov;ingl’thef access point further to the west.
In order to maintain an open area betweén tfic two properties the appLicaht planned to preserve an
existing grove of trees and remove én ?g(i§tir1fg f,enlcfé on th‘e pl‘roperty. P
SN )] > { -

Mr. Brim stated that the ioropgsed\ Buildihggi/zvilil be 22,814} s&uare feet. In the zone the restriction
for building coverage is 350%. ' The existing, bl/;/lildi].’l/gx\ i/s_,29;000 square feet with a combined total
between the two of 52,0‘12 isqular(e 1;feeft %gr 15)‘8% of the combined lots, which is well under the
maximum coverage allowed. The appl‘iicélgjc/lé’r6posed 120,000 square feet of impervious surfaces
or 36.9% of the total lot including 1dr/i{/eways, sidewalks, and building coverage. The proposed
building elevations Were} presqglfed showing the architecture. Mr. Brim stated that the materials
used will be CMU split-face and metal slat roofing. The Architectural Review Commission
reviewed the project and made one recommendation. In addition, staff recommended the

applicants enhance the landscaping along the wall.

-

Mr. Brim stated that staff recommended a pedestrian walking route from the existing northern
parking lot that will connect into the sidewalk for the existing facility and the proposed
gymnasium. A second route was recommended east of the proposed driveway. He remarked
that the City was willing to partnership with the applicants up to 60% and noted that the new
crossing could also serve to mitigate traffic. Traffic along this portion of Creek Road travels at
high speeds and placing the crossing at the proposed location along with an island will help
reduce the width of the road and provide a safer way for pedestrians to cross.

(19:39:45) Bob Meyer gave his address as 120 Alta View Way and indicated that he is Chairman

of the Building Committee. He stated that a lot of work was put into the design in an effort to
make it consistent with the neighborhood.
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David Fitzsimmons identified himself as one of the building architects. He stated that the
proposed building will be an education center but not a school and as a result, they will not
generate pressures on the site that a school might. The intent was for the addition to serve the
existing population. The Commission was encouraged to move the issue ahead at the next
meeting if possible as the applicants intended to submit a building permit application as soon as
possible.

There were no further public comments. The public hearing was closed.
The matter was to be scheduled for action at the next meeting.

3.3 The Planning Commission will hold a public hearing and receive comments on an
application for an ordinance amendment. The applicant, Steve Hopkins, is
proposing to add an overlay zone at the Old Mill Corporate Center to allow for a
maximum building height of twelve stories.

(19:42:40) Mr. Black presented the staff report and displayed an elgvafign view of the project
area. The request was for an ordinance amendment to allow up to'12 stcﬁies in the ORD Zone
and more specifically at the Old Mill Campus on the c{gr‘néf’ c])f 3QOQ/]East 6200 South. The
applicant was identified as Steve Hopkins of Beckstrand and Asslci'éfaz’ces.g Mr. Black clarified that
the request is site specific with the request incluc/iiﬂﬂg\\ justg th{é Qltd Mill (_i?ampus and the footprint
of the building previously approved for six stories. Staff1 believed that a 12-story building in the
area proposed would have the least aesthetic, impact. A view.was shown in relation to the height
of buildings that exist and other surrioundi}ng /}us?s. A 1 l o
NP

Staff recommended the Con}r_niss‘i\o‘n c‘d"ﬁsider jc/he propo,_s‘ial and other options in place to regulate
the height of buildings. Mr. Black %suggesf‘ed ;’the;-»d'é‘y/e/léb’rhent of an incentive zoning ordinance
to be added to the ORD Zone ﬁha’; Woutlcxl\ gi&q’thé Cify an incentive to add floor area to buildings
in commercial developments as a tTradfe c’)g/fér/public improvements. He noted that traffic was
being addressed in the fo;rmpf a/fec}e;;e{l grant. City Engineer, Brad Gilson, was in the process of
getting the project underyvay at/3000 East and 6200 South where the road capacity, intersection,
on ramps, and off rarr‘tlp_s/«"Will be increased dramatically. Other projects that could be
accomplished with the help of the developer to justify the height increase might include gateway
features, increased trail systems, or other public facilities. Mr. Black suggested the Commission
consider creating an addition to the existing ordinance to allow increased height and specify a
general area where floor area ratios can be increased and allow the developer to justify what he is

requesting.

(19:52:11) Steve Hopkins, President of Beckstrand & Associates, indicated that they run the Old
Mill Corporate Center. Stan Davis, Project Architect-Peter Brunjes, and Traffic Engineer-Joe
Perrin were also introduced. Mr. Hopkins stated that theirs is the only project in the area that has
not received RDA funds. Mr. Hopkins was of the belief that projects like theirs need to stand on
their own and that the value of the funds to schoolchildren is far more important than the value to
businesses. He estimated that the building will generate about $600,000 in property tax revenue
annually, 49.2% of which will go to schools. Over a 60-year life, assuming tax rates remain the
same, they will pay about $200 million in property taxes with $100 million going to schools.
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(19:55:33) Mr. Hopkins stated that the area will generate very good jobs for the City. The
building will include 1.4 million square-feet of office space and roughly 7,000 jobs. Including
Jet Blue, who runs their reservation operations from the building but has numerous employees
who work from home, it is an even bigger number. The companies looking for their product are
first class. Mr. Hopkins stated that the existing campus is very successful and if they make a
mistake on the proposed building, they lose more than anyone else since the value of their
neighboring buildings will suffer. He stated that the Beckstrand family owns all of the buildings,
which is one of the reasons they have hired the very best experts. Mr. Hopkins stressed the
importance of the proposed building not being just a landmark but something the City can be
proud of. They were committed to building a LEED certified building and were optimistic that it
will be a gold or platinum level.

Mr. Hopkins commented on height and stated that the location of the building lends itself very
well to height. The location geographically is low and its location next to the freeway is good in
terms of height and traffic. He noted that traffic leaving the project will go directly to the
freeway and not through residential neighborhoods. Other cities have recognlzed the benefit of
building taller buildings. With regard to traffic, Mr. Hopkins empha51zed that there is not a
problem with morning traffic in the area because they gave property to create an additional
inside lane of traffic on 3000 East. That was done to ensure that trafﬁc coming into the area
flows freely without stopping. Without being requlred fo do 50, the developers fought to keep
the exit road behind the Tuscany restaurant. Mr Hopkrns pomted out that it takes as much
traffic off of 3000 East as the proposed buﬂdlng will generate J |
e \ A \ -

(20:04:05) Mr. Perrin stated that they studred the trafﬁe and stated that there is already some
congestion that occurs for approx1matel 0 mrnhtes durrng the p. m, peak. Their goal was to
improve that. There wae some questron as to/how the\addmonal traffic can be accommodated.
M. Perrin stated that 250,000 square feet of ofﬁce space’generates an estimated 435 trips in the
morning and 375 in the evenlng ‘Most ‘raffic inl the 3000 East area gets back on the freeway to
go north or west on I- 21t5 Mr. Perrrn measr\lred traffic on several different days and found that
typically backing occurs, a max1mum of 25 minutes. He explained that the reason for the backing
on 3000 East is due to numerous cars trying to get out at a certain time. Also, UDOT has made a
conscious decision to try to-minimize backing onto the freeway. The intent was to create more
capacity. Mr. Perrin stated that currently 3000 East has a third left turn lane, however, 6200
South does not. It was necessary to improve 6200 South in order to open up the third lane.

M. Perrin identified the office buildings projected along the corridor and stated that already
there are traffic problems during certain times. Any new development will only add to the
existing failure. What is needed is an increase in capacity in order to eliminate congestion.
M. Perrin commented that technically Beckstrand has mitigated their impact in the form of the
additional lane on 3000 East. To fix the 6200 South interchange it was necessary to allow more
time for the westbound left turn onto the freeway. The only way to do that is to have more
capacity coming off the freeway. They also need more storage on 6200 South. By making
interchange improvements being worked on by Mr. Gilson, they will be able to open up the third
northbound left turn lane on 3000 East. That will create more capacity for 3000 East, 6200
South, and the freeway interchange. Traffic circulation issues were discussed.

Cottonwood Heights Planning Commission Meeting — 03/18/09 5




W 1 AW —

BDh DA DN A D DD LW WL WL L LW W LN NDNDNDDNDDNDDN

(20:11:20) Mr. Perrin reported that at some point there will be a new eastern approach to the
Cottonwood Corporate Center to service the Forest Service Building and the UDOT parcel.
Currently there were no planned improvements since there have already been upgrades to the
dual left turns coming out of the Beckstrand signal. Timing issues were discussed. Mr. Perrin
expected the work to be completed by the summer of 2011. Traffic circulation patterns were
described.

Commissioner Armstrong asked about the Holladay Boulevard access issue. Mr. Hopkins
described the legal issues and stated that in resolving the issue with the City of Holladay they
agreed to build a separate road at their cost around the outside of the project and restrict the
access by putting up a gate. He stated that they entered into an agreement with the City of
Holladay but would be willing to look at other options to improve the situation.

(20:21:45) Mike Evans contested one comment made by Mr. Hopkins about the Forest Service.
He stated that there will not be two Forest Service buildings if they build on the UDOT site.
Mr. Hopkins understood that but stated that they own property on the corner as well. He
assumed there would be another building there. With regard to the trafﬁc situation on 3000 East,
Mr. Evans stated that there is backing for about four hours each day. He~ ¢ommented that it often
takes him one hour to get from 3000 East onto I-215. He stated that ﬁlldmg additional office
space will impact traffic that much more. Adding six more/ﬂoors to the proposed building will
devastate traffic in the area. r oY

0
(20:23:45) Robert Plant gave his address as 3179 WaHI(er Mlll Drive| and stated that he lives
within one-half mile of the proposed burldrng He agreed with-Mr. Evarts comment about traffic
and stated that there are problems | for approx1mate1y three hours each day. He drives the area
daily and stated that the proposed bu11d1ng will! greatly llmpact éveryone who lives in his
neighborhood. He contested Mr. Hopkms /comment th\at a failure will impact the developers the
most and stated that evelyone in the nelghborhood W111 suffer by living next to a failed industrial
park. He commented that a 51x story bulldlr\rg was approved and the only reason for enlarging it
was due to greed. Because‘ the cos][t of property is so high the developers simply want to build
higher in order to benefit from greater proﬁts He and his neighbors do not want to deal with the
negative impacts that the‘ pl‘OJ ect 'will create in their day-to-day lives.
(20:25:49) Danette Kennelly stated that she has worked in the same location on Holladay
Boulevard for 25 years. She remarked that workers in the Cottonwood Corporate Center don’t
stay there all day. Many travel down Holladay Boulevard to cut through and find a shortcut.
The speed limit is 30 miles per hour through the commercial area and 40 mph further down in
the residential nelghborhood In theory, all of the traffic gets on the freeway and no one is
affected, however, that is not the reality. She was glad that the City of Holladay stood their
ground since they have already experienced the effect of the traffic overflow. Mrs. Kennelly

expressed opposition to the proposal.

(20:27:33) Eric Montague had questions about the project. He asked about fire mitigation and
lunch hour traffic. Mr. Black made it clear that Mr. Perrin works for the developer and the
improvements discussed are things that will happen this year that are not necessarily linked to
this project.

Cottonwood Heights Planning Commission Meeting — 03/18/09 6




0 1 N b AW N

SR A DD DB D W WL WL WL LW WWLENDDNDDRNIDNDNINDNDNDNDIDN = == e = = s
0 O b DOm0 V-G WL & WK = O WO IO AW — O W10 L AWM~ OV

There were no further public comments. The public hearing was closed.

4. ACTION ITEMS

4.1 The Planning Commission will take action on an application by Eric Felt and the
City for a General Plan Amendment on the West Highland Frontage Road between
LaCresta Drive and 6850 South. The proposal is to change the land use designation
to Residential Office.

(20:30:15) Commissioner Haymore clarified that the matter was discussed previously and no
public comment would be allowed tonight.

Mr. Black reported that at the last meeting a presentation was made on all of the frontage
properties on the West Highland Drive frontage road. He clarified that the properties proposed
for action include five lots on the Highland frontage south of LaCresta. The proposal was to
make a recommendation to the City Council for a land use change in the General Plan to
Residential Office from Single-Family Residential.

(20:31:45) Commissioner Bowen moved to continue the above/matter for two weeks.
Commissioner Keane seconded the motion.

- -

e

Commissioner Bowen thought there was still unﬁmshed busmess frotn LaCresta going north. He
wanted to have a better picture of what is gomg on in the/entlre atea. How the traffic on
LaCresta will be handled was one issue that he thought should be resolved He realized there is a
difference of opinion as to Whetherzlt “should be res1dent1a1 61 office| north of LaCresta. He
thought that issue needed to be resolved as well He commented that there had been discussion
about adopting some k1n§1 of ox}erlaly zone smce 1t 1nvolv1es the gate\;vay, which will require new

construction. That was not yet\m place/ so fhe was not comfortable moving the application

~ forward at this time. § | H \ [ I

‘ Fy \ / =

ol
Commissioner Frost d1d| not geel' a‘s stronglylf and felt she had received enough information to
make a recommendat1on tomght‘ She commented that only four properties were being

considered and one is aheady operatmg as a residential office use.

Commissioner Bowen thought the City should put in place the requirement to ensure that there is
new construction. The Commission should also decide how to handle the northern portion and
LaCresta. It seemed to him that whatever happens on the northwest corner of LaCresta will have
a significant 1mpact on how the traffic is handled. Mr. Black stated that he could have a draft
ready for review on the Code Amendment. His problem was with meeting the required public
hearing noticing requirements. He could, however, have a draft document ready and a public
hearing scheduled two meetings from tonight.

In response to a question raised by Commissioner Frost, Mr. Black stated that the new
construction language would not have to be in place to propose a General Plan Amendment. He
explained that the decision would involve a legislative change. The Commission would make a
recommendation to the City Council who will make the final decision. Mr. Black stated that his
suggestion in the staff report was to have the ordinance language adopted before any zone
changes are made along the street. Mr. Black thought the ordinance could be addressed before a
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zone change is done and would accomplish what Commissioner Bowen was proposing. In
addition, staff was recommending two different land uses between the area south of LaCresta
and north of LaCresta. Currently they were looking to recommend the area north of LaCresta
remain residential and the area south of LaCresta as residential office. The traffic issues studied
mainly pertain to the area north of LaCresta. Mr. Black asked that the Commission make a
recommendation tonight knowing that there is still work to do with regard to zoning and
ordinance amendments. He hoped the Commission could reach a level of comfort that all of
those items can be in place before any zoning is approved. He pointed out that even if the land
use is approved, a zone change never has to be finalized.

(20:38:25) Commissioner Frost did not mind postponing a decision for two weeks but liked the
idea of separating the two parcels. She was confident that the parcel on the north has its own
issues. Commissioner Bowen remarked that when the matter was first presented, the
Commission requested that staff prepare a master plan for the west side of Highland Drive to
include all of the property both north and south of the road. He personally thought it was unwise
to split the two. Mr. Black stated that since the first meeting staff has looked at all of the parcels
together and are accounting for the parcels north of LaCresta with the 3&:00mmendation made
addressing the parcel south of LaCresta. He did not think they wer/@,,néce;ssarily splitting them
up. He stated that staff has considered all of the master planning they want to do in the area and
determined that it will not be affected by the proposed/,chaﬁg'ef‘ r;pw.g" He believed staff was
accounting for everything they have done in the recqmmendafgion.""" | l
L \ 4 . %

Vote on motion: Bradley Jorgensen-Aye, Jo{f/lnn \\frost-hjfei J. I hémas Bowen-Aye, Perry
Bolyard, Geoff-Armstrong-Aye, Jim-Keane-Aye; Dgugl,r I{ay‘ihorei—A;Le. The motion passed

|
. ) J
unanimously. - ] I /‘ A \ -

/ //\

g / oL | . -,
(20:41:24) Mr. Black sta%ed;hat hle »wo‘ﬁld be p/repared lv\w th a draft ordinance at the next meeting
including the items discussed previ(?usly along with'a \/r,eVL’s/ed master plan for the area.

! | Jl ! l \ \/ ]
Concerned and vocal cij:izéns} w,érje pre§p9t>5\x7ho were upset that their voices were not being
heard. Commissioner Haymore ,im‘zifgc’d one woman to raise her concerns with the City Council
and stated that there hav“e beeq/ﬁlenfy of opportunities for public input. The woman pointed out
that there had been oppolsi/tion'"expressed at the last two meetings and she questioned whether the
citizens were really being represented. Commissioner Haymore reminded her that no decision
had been made. He commented that more public hearings have been conducted on this item than
normal and now was not the time to comment. He indicated that the item would be discussed
again at the next meeting. At that time, however, there will be no public comment as the public
hearing was closed. Commissioner Haymore asked the woman to leave civilly or risk being
escorted out. He stated that the matter was noticed and heard with the public given the
opportunity to present pros and cons. The item was now back to drafting from staff and will
come for a recommendation by the Planning Commission to the City Council who will make the

final decision.

5. DISCUSSION ITEMS
There are no discussion items on the agenda.
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6. PLANNING DIRECTOR’S REPORT.

(20:45:45) There was no Planning Director’s Report.

Commissioner Bowen asked that staff put two items on the next agenda. The first pertained to
the left turn out of Paradise and the second involved strobe lights. He remarked that apparently
the ordinance does not prohibit strobe lights. Mr. Black stated that the issue was turned over to
the City’s Code Enforcement Officers who were asked to approach the property manager and ask
him to remove the strobe lights. Commissioner Bowen thought there was a bigger issue in that if
there isn’t a provision in the Code, the Commission ought to be working on it. He stated the
existing lights are fairly innocuous in their present location; however, the precedent they were
setting could be disastrous. Mr. Black stated that the first time the matter was discussed among
the Commission, he was given no direction to amend any ordinances to make them illegal.
Commissioner Bowen suggested the matter be addressed in some manner. He also suggested
that one of the conditions of the shopping center approval was that there not be a left turn out,
which has habitually been violated. Mr. Black thought this was an example of how no left turn
restrictions are ineffective. He stated that one option was for the City to install a concrete barrier
on Fort Union so that there can be no left turn. He indicated that the-developer has complied
with signage and installation of infrastructure to discourage left turns but r/notorists don’t comply.
City Engineer, Brad Gilson, stated that they were waiting /c,;lrr"e/ntjlyv on funding from UDOT.
f - |

Commissioner Haymore suggested that Commissio/rfgr Bow‘ef/r.lequefst that Chair Nicholl put the
matter on the agenda in the appropriate/f\ashiqn. Commig/Si%her owen’s intent was to take
action and expressed concern that a[gleat'h will relfsujl\t. l - {

| [ i

' | ) ! .
7. APPROVAL OF MINUTES | / [ | :
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The above matter was not discﬁ;ss‘ed. \ \\ / ]
8.  ADJOURNMENT. / | |
i ) / g
(20:50:20) The Planning/Co;hmission Meeting adjourned with the unanimous consent of the

Commission.

The Planning Commission Meeting adjourned at 8:50 p.m.
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